point out that a reporting bias by the reviewers may have caused a discrepancy in dissimilar assertions that failed to show discordance. What 1 reviewer counted as an assertion, another might not have, and thus this was purely left to the subjectivity of the reviewer. Different results might have been found-and a greater or lesser number of assertions or levels of concordance or discordance might have occurred-if expert clinicians were used to review medical topics associated with their specialty. As it was, all reviewers were internal medicine residents or rotating interns; although this demographic allowed for redundancy, their specialization and limited experience may have also influenced the results. Thus the validity of the reviewer assertions might be questioned. Also, the legitimacy the individual, peerreviewed articles used in the study is in question.
Despite the study's strengths, a minor obstacle in the methodology should be noted. Hasty et al 9 point out that a reporting bias by the reviewers may have caused a discrepancy in dissimilar assertions that failed to show discordance. What 1 reviewer counted as an assertion, another might not have, and thus this was purely left to the subjectivity of the reviewer. Different results might have been found-and a greater or lesser number of assertions or levels of concordance or discordance might have occurred-if expert clinicians were used to review medical topics associated with their specialty. As it was, all reviewers were internal medicine residents or rotating interns; although this demographic allowed for redundancy, their specialization and limited experience may have also influenced the results. Thus the validity of the reviewer assertions might be questioned. Also, the legitimacy the individual, peerreviewed articles used in the study is in question.
Although the databases used to search for peerreviewed articles were identified (UpToDate, PubMed, and Google Scholar), the articles retrieved from these databases were not verified by the 2 independent reviewers, who were tasked only with checking assertions in the Wikipedia articles. Both PubMed and Google Scholar contain non-peer-reviewed articles, and there is a chance that an article that was used to discredit an assertion was not peer- 
